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Some Members of the Rainer Valley Association For Safe Wireless Technology
1. David Fichtenberg. 4825 South Graham Street, Seattle, WA 98118
2. Milton A. Cooper II, 4228 S. Juneau. Seattle, WA 98118
3. Tony Phelps, 4200 South 1uneau Street, Seattle, WA 98118
4. Kenn~ Oakman, 4222 South Juneau Street, Seattle, WA 98118
5. LindaD. Sc~ 4203 South FindJay Street, Seattle, WA 98118
6. Betty.BUis. 4223 South Findlay Street, Seattle, WA 98118
7. Dennis M. Flemming, 4222 South Findlay Street. Seattle, WA 98118
8. Samuel H. Langi. 4229 South Findlay Street, Seattle. WA 98118
9. Greg Stumph, 4240 South Findlay Street, Seattle, WA 98118
10. Christina MiUer. 4234 South Findlay Street. Seattle WA 98118
11. Robert E. Gruber, Ir. 4214 South Findlay Street Seattle, 98118 .
12. Barbara Martin, 4214 South Findlay Street, Seattle, WA 98118
13. Amber Dawn Herbert, 4209 South Findaly Street, WA 98118
14. Betty Faye Muc1les-Herbert, 4209 South Findaly Street, WA 98118
15. Patrick D. Herbert, 4209 SQuth Findlay Street, 98118
16. Ruby Grobe, 4200 South Orcas Street, Seattle, WA 98118
17. Lucy T. dela Cruz, 4218 S. Orcas Street. Seattle, WA 98118
18. Jerry Johnson, 5933 48th Avenue South, Seattle, WA 98118
19. Stephanie Ragland, 5933 48th Avenue South, Seattle, WA 98118
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David Fichtenberg
P.O. Box 7571
Olympia, WA 98507-7577

Dear Mr. Fichtenberg:

Thank you for your E.mailletter ofOctober 2, 1996, that asks for clarification ofa
statement in the letter (July 25, 1996)from EnvirQmnental Protection A8ency (EPA)
Administrator Carol M. Browner to Federal Couununications Conunission (FCC) Chairman Reed
E. Hundt. You request ~planatioD ofthe statement, "this new approach is consistent with our
COIJUneJ1ts made in 1993 and addresses our concerns about adequate protection ofpublic health.n

with questions that pertain to acute thermal exposures, long-tetn1 (chromc) noDthermal exposures.
and specific absorption rate (SAR).

The aforementioned letter was a rcspouse to a Mr. Hundt's request (July I, 1996) that
EPA review the FCC's approach to developing new guidelines. The EPA discussion ofthe
original FCC Notice ofProposed Rulemaking, "Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental
Effects ofRadio frequency (RF) Radiation, ET Docket No. 93-62," resulted in recommendations
to the FCC (November 9, 1993). One ofthose recommendations was that the FCC adopt the
exposure criteria recommended by the National Council on Radiation Protection and
Measurements (NCRP) in NCRP Report No. 86, "Biological Effects and Exposure Criteria for
Radio frequency Electromagnetic Fields, II instead ofthe 1992 ANSIIIEEE standard that was
originally proposed.

The FCC concluded its rule-making activity in August 1996, and adopted RF radiation
c¥posure liinits that are generally based on the NCRP guidelines as was recommended by EPA
In addition the FCC specified (in the introduction to its Report and Order FCC 96-326) that the
nwcimum permissible exposure limits adopted arcs based on exposure criteria quantified in tenns
ofspecific absorption fate, and that the 8AR limit is 4 watts per kilogram (W/kg).

EPA was very specific in our 1993 comments regarding the sufficiency ofavailable
information (on the health effects ofRF radiation) to provide a basis for developing ~osure
standards. In the context of those comments, the FCC's resulting rule that generally followed the
NCRP guidelines, and the FCC's explicit statement that the limits adopted are based on the SAR
limit of4 WIk.g, EPA believes that our concerns about adequate protection ofpublic health were
addressed by the FCC. The FCC does not claim that their new exposure guidelines provide
protection for effects to which the 4Wlkg SAR basis does not apply.
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A key conclusion ofEPA's Radio frequency Radiation Confer~, April 1993 (se:e .
"SummlUY and Results ofthe April 26-27, 1993, Radio frequency Radlati~n co~enc~, Vol.l.
Analysis ofPaneJ Discussions) EPA Report 4O~-R.95~9, March 1995) IS that There IS
sufficient information on thennal exposure/effects on which to base a standard. However,
participants generally felt that more information needs to be obtained on ~onthermal effects: H

This is reflected in EPA's November 1993 comrn~ts to the FCC. These wclude the following:

"While studies continue to be published describing biological responses to nonthermal
ELF-modulated RF radiation, the effects information is not yet sufficient to be used as a basis for
exposure criteria to protect the public against adverse human health effects. II

"It i~ clear that the adverse effect threshold of4 WIkg is based on acute exposures
(measured ih minutes or a few hours) that elevate temperature in laboratory animals including
nonhuman primates, and not on long-term, low-level (non-thermal) exposure. Only a few chronic
exposure studies oflaboratory animals and epidemiological studies ofhuman populations have
been reported. The majority of these relatively few studies indicate no significant health effects
are associated with chronic, low-level exposure to RF radiation. This conclusion is tempered by
the results ora small number ofreports suggesting potentially adverse health effects (cancer) may
exist (...).

"The thesis that the 1992 ANSJlIEEE recommendations are protective ofall mechanisms
ofinteraction is unwarranted because the adverse effects level in the 1992 ANSIIIEEE standard is
bued on a thennal effect "

"While there is general, although not unanimous, agreement that the data base on low­
leve~ long-tenD is insufficient to provide a basis for standards development, some contemporary
guidelines state explicitly that their adve.rsc-efFect level is based on an increase in body
temperature (NRPB 1993). Furthermore they do not claim that the exposure limits protect
against both thennallli1.d nonthermal effects."

. With this background established, I will proceed to provide my responses to your other
questions.

Q. Is it correct to conclude that the "adequate protection ofpublic health" Doted above refers
to "protecting against thermally related effects in humans?" '

A. As I have previously noted, whiJe there is sufficient information on themml
cxposurel~ects o~ which to base a standard, the data base on low-level, long-tenn
exposure IS InsuffiCIent to provide a basis for standards to protect the public against
adverse human health effects that may result from long.term, nonthenna1 exposures. Both
the NeRP and ANSIIlEEE standards are thenna11y based, and do not apply to chronic
nontbcnnal exposure situations. The statement referring to "adequate protection" per;ains
to thermally related effects. .
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Is it still correct that adverse effect level of4 W/kg is based on acute exposures that
elevate temperature in laboratory animals including nonhuman primates. and not on long-
term, low-level (non-thermal) exposure.

Yes

Is it correct that the "adequate protection" EPA refers to in its July 25, 1996 letter
pertains to protection provided for the effects which occurred due acute exposures, and
not necessarily to effects reported to occur below the 4W/kg threshold level?

We are referring to exposures that arc acutc. thermal c~posures, not non-thennal, chronic
exposures. The SAR. limit to which thc·whole-body exposurc·limits for the public are
related is 0.08 W/kg due to the use ofa factor of 50 uncertainty factor applied to the 4
Wlkg basis.

Is it correct that "adequate protection' ofpublic health: pertains to thcrmally related health
effects, and not necessarily to the nonthennal effects noted in the 1993 EPA letter?

Yes

In view of 1993 comments, does adequate protection pertain to microwave hearing?

In that the 'microwave hearing effect' has not been established as a health cffect, our
statement with regard to "adequate protection" would not pertain to microwave
hearing.

I hope that this information has been helpful and responsive to your inquiry. Please
contact me jf I can be of further assistance. .

~,~
Norbert N. Hankin (6604J)
Indoor Environments Division
Office ofRadiation and Indoor Air
Environmental Protection Agency
W4JShington, D.C. 20460
Td:(202)233-9235
Fax: (202) 233-9650


